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.DIALECT AND WRITING: A REVIEW , ‘ o \ |
Bruce Cronnell ) - . ' ’
: : s ; d
) . ¢ I St
W ABSTRACT . I

LStudents who do not speak.Standard English may-have problems whén

LY

Jearning to write English. " The influence of speech 6n~wrixing in English
is reviewed for Black English, for other English dialects, and for other

. lgnguages. “Views dn "students' right to their own ‘language'' are dis-
cussed, and suggestions are presented for‘teacﬁing English to,§tudent&

’

-

who d5 not speak Standard Engtishn. -

-
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DIALECT AND WRITING: A R,éwéw‘ : ¢ -
X Bruce Cronnel ,A\:" - \
- ~ e . ’
¥ - N . ' .
’ Learnlng to wrlte |s important for ‘atl students in American’ soclety
, ey : ! > ‘

However, learnlng to write i§ dlfflcult for many students Because written

" English and spoken EngllsH are related (albelt lmperfectly) and because

v e ' f

Standard Engllsh undegl?es written English, students who do mot speak . \'

\ Standard English may have more,trouble learn:%g to wflte +than students who %
v o ,

» »

-vxews}how various non -standard
rEA

3

do speak Standard Engllsh C,Thls pap
. - d|alects of English may influence wil 'rqducts_end,how‘writing may N
. sy oy ~ . ) ¢

- ", " be taught to»spéakErs of_suéhidla‘:

.

¢ - .Black Engltsh and ertlng .';: o . : ) . ;_-

The d|alect that has been studhed most |s Black Engllsh--the diatect 'Q .

. of low-ancome blacks across the Unlted States Studies’ have consnstently
.  J s
' Y
found that Black Enngsh features are manlfested--to some, degree-—gn the
- A Y
} , 0 » -

. ( ‘ writing of Black. Engllsh speakerS :Z . i ‘ ' "

: ' " Hore Black Engllsﬂ features have been found |n the.spelling of voung

b}

- . . .
'black chcldren than in the writing of older blacé ‘children, adolescents,.

é

and college students.

ulllvan (197l) and Kligman and Cronnell (1974) j o, ‘

: . &

found varrous pronuncla ion features reflected in the spelllng,of second- . *. }

graders. Carney (l979) looking at' first,’ second, and thlrd graders,

also foun numerous pron nclatlon features reflected in children's spelllng

These resufl'ts are unders andable:‘

-

Young children havk_ small spellnng_

.

' , vocabularles; as they tr

N

-épell automatlcally (cf.

-

Lto spell words that they have not learned to

mith, l972), they mus t depend on their pro-

- '
. 3

' nunclatlon to. determjne hzw to-spell the words. (ln fact, Klkgman and
4
1)
l
i

' ' [ -
. § ., N -~ .
. 'Y
Y g . ~ . d v .
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+ Cronnell used young children and unfamiliar words so that the chlldren

~ —
v

) would be force% to use pronunciatlon as a basus for spelihng ) For . - ) S :
example, students yho pronouqce Ymouth' as /mauf/l([nstead of. /mau6/5 : ‘e -
and who are not familiar with the'convent%onal spelling of the word may T RS
wePi spell the last sound as f (ratherﬂxhan th) when they depend on the:r . ’ 3
-pronuncnatlon of the woh{to gmde the|r spell@é” . J . L )

-

N However, mqst chlldren soon learn that their pronuncnatlon Cannot
always serve as the bas+s for their 5pell|ng For example al1 thrldrénnf
'must learn that although they do not hear or say /b/ at the end of "¢limb,"

they must write- a b there. 8]aek EnglisH speakers may have to learn more

.1spellnngs that do -not conform to their pronuncnatlons of the words (cf.
Burling, 1970) . Horeover, BPa;k Engllsh speakers do not necessar1ly use ,
only one pronunciation of a word. The varnablllty of BIa;k Englxsh has E *.

Been well do;umented (cf. Berdan‘ 1981 for a dlséusS|on); ch:ldren may’

say. /maut/ or /maue) as well as /mauf/ and they may use their knowledge

3
-

-of such var|at|on to spell words in the conventtonal fOrms. c,

. - _As students get older, they seem to make fewer mlsspellnngs that are .

‘
- N .

¢ darectly related t:,thelr speech. Gnoff (1978) replucatg\ one of Kligman °

N >

and Cronnell's (197§)

studies (Klugman Cronnell 6 Verna, 1922 and found
~

Iln the spelllng of fou:/h i ‘;'!

and sixth graders However, pronuncistlon may contigue to affecv to ' -

_ that Black Engl:sh as_less caﬁnonly reflected

some degree, the spelling of oldér’ students y O'Neal *and Trabasso (1976)

’
4

E\ found that 'some flﬁal ‘consonants that are uncommon in BJack Engllsh speech

were 0cca5|onally not represented in the spelling of th|rd and‘fyfth grade < e
I

t&dents, s!m|lar\f|nd|ngs are reported by - D.. G; Brlggs (1969) for hlgh Y
school students. .« g L' L e
- ) s ¢ "N ’ \ A
M} s Y,




' nounced /pas/, jthe former was gene;aTTi spelled wuth t whlle the latter

. x®
NN

However, all studies conslstently report that certaln |nflectjonal

suffixes (e. g.,.-§) -l§3 -ed) are’ frequenrly ‘not found in wrnting--as

they are also frequentTy not found in the speech of Black Englnsh speakers.
The studnes reported by Ki;gman and Crphnel! (197k) d?monstrated that
If‘ “ja.,

nnflectlonaT sufflxes (but no% Heroﬁafjona] sufflxes) resulﬁed in Black .

Engltsh spellnngs and tRat morphology (not pronuncnat:on) was reflected

*

in such spell1ngs (e g., although*both "'past! and "passed“ might be pro- o

-

was commonly spelled,mnthout -ed). : "} e O
. % . LA
In addition to the findings of Kllgman and Cronnell among second © ¢

e

+

graders, lack of inftectional suffikes in the writing of BIack Englash,

speakers has.beenrﬁognd among_students,jn grades 4-6 (Groff, 1378; Ross,

I8

1971), among high school students (D. G. ‘Briggs, 1969; Volfram's Whiteman,
1971) among communlty college students (Funkhouser, 19765, among college
students (0. D. Brlggs lSé% Collins, 1971; Goppert 1975 Weaverf 1974) >
and among nine year- olds, 13- year-olds, 17- ;zar olds, and adults 25 and
older (Whnteman, 1976) ‘

+ The - Black Eng]ish features discussed above are related to the- ‘e
. . - ’ ¢ . ..v‘-

‘orthographic representation of words—-hpw words are spelled or whether'

»

. sufflxes are present ﬂowever, a number of other features also charac-

tertze Black Englnsh e.g., lnvar?ant be, copula deletion, a|n t, mJltlple

’ .

negattan Such features rﬁrely occur in, wr|t|ng (Collins, 197T; Funkhouser,

1976 Goppert, 1975, Raybern, 1975; Ross, 1971 whiteman, f976) ﬁesearchers

»

generally hypotheslze that student write?s are aware of these pore obvnous, .
4 . 4

more stlgmatized whole-word variants and are thus able to aVold their use . .

in writing (DeStephano, 1972 Funkhouser, 1926 Smltherman, 1970) (However,

-~ | ,




. Eckert, 1981, notes that when wrlters avoid such forms, they may use

awkward structumes because the§,do not know the appropriate Standard

English versions of the stigmatized forms.) °
1‘The research in Black English, consequently, lndlcateS»that Black
‘ ’ -, .

J

[ “ ‘ . -t
. English is'commonly reflected in the writing of qulectlonal suffixes,

’
sometnmes reflected in the spelllng of sounds within words (especially -
L2 " '
for young wrlters), and rarely reflected in the use of whole word forms

. v,

or in complex syntactlc structures. ' ‘ )

.

Black Englisﬁ stylistic and rhetorical features might also be

s - o
fotind in writing. .Howéver, such features ha've not been well described g

1.

forprat-tanguage andjhave even-more rarely,been descrlbed tor wrltlng

£,

.(Smitherman; 1973). Weaver (l97h) notes that Black college students

often make unusual “use of der|vat|onal morphemes; this characternstlc;

-
. . . L
. u N

she belie%es, may be a '"‘reflection of dral '1inc§ talk! tradition”'(b. 8;

. -
.
[

See Dfllard 1972, for.a discusslon of fancy alk):’ ~ ) .
l ’ ! ‘
The main Chafacterlstlc of fancy talk seems” to be flashy vocabulary,

¢ .»vocabylary which to mainstream speakers pften seems ornate to the
» point of, mlsuse and even malaproplsml. v e (Weaver,'l97h p. 8)
Cooper (l977) clath that Black college students use three stylistic .

_features that derlye from, Black cultyral tradltlon. lmagery (even in

i »

non-descrrptive wrgting); rhythmlc patterns in prév/; ”personal involvement"

(i.e., gx_t:ensivé use of first person). T {
‘Other:Dl;lecQs and ertingf~. L - f "
3 . i “ T < Y
Nhile Black Engllsh haﬁ recelved consnderable research attention,
I4 f

lother dlalects of Engllsh\have not, fared so well However, the l|m|ted

available’ research does lndlcate that dlalects other than Black English

[} ¢
“ . " i R
~-

also affect writing. ° / LTt 4
%

Y
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¢, =
. _pronunciations.

: accounted for by analysis of the English spelllng system than-by nnder-

-

‘<« Three studies have looked at regional dialects: ‘Boiarsky (1969) at /// L

" Appalachian épeech;‘Graham and Rudarf ((1970) at tRe dialects of Ohio,

Massachusetts,.and Georgia; Stever (ISBQ) at dialect in Virginia. All

-t

“found that Spellihg'e:IQ:? were related--in ‘some degree--to dialect
g e R toy

. . N

« - ‘ . . ’ RN
A study of the English spoken by two American Indian.tribes found

b4 r

that oral fotmskjnfluenced written forms (Wolfram, Christian, Leap, and .
. L ’ ¢ B ‘ hy '
. .Potter, 1979; Potter), 1981); mosf ofrth?,influence'was on spelling amd Y
morphology K ! ’ . . ) )
/ -

v Heath (1981) has studled two ryral-oriented communities in:

southern Appalachla, one’ whi te and one* black. She found that the .

L] ' . .
.writing styles of students. . , L L E

1’

0ther Languages and wrltlng |n Engllsh

Speakers of other languages frequently do ndt speak Bnglnsh in a

standard fash;on, consequentTy, the|r oral Engllsh (Wthh is |nf1uenced

. by the|r natlve.language) may affect thelr wrltten Engllsh Iu . ' >

I

Lay (1975) contrasts Engllsh and Handarln Chlnese, it is not’ clear

how '(or- whether) these d|fferences affect erthg in English ,Two

-~ Y

sﬁudles of Hebrew speakers found different effects. Bassan (1973) found .

that the spelllngs of thlrd grage/ Hebrew soeakers could be more easuly

ference from Hebrew. HLchelson (1974) found that the vouel mlsspelllngs -

of‘college students reflected the pronunciation of Hebrew speakera.

—_— . Cr

-\
common]y spoken but its gnflu&nce on wrltten English has not been studied

s . )

_-communitles' différent ora].story-telling ;tyfeS‘uere refilected in the .o

”® o
< .
s ™ {-.,
e
! -
. .

In the United States, Spanlsh is the non-English language most _: 2




"much Rlzzo and Vlllafane (1975) list and illustrate many SpanlsH-Engllsh

. ’ P
.

. contrasts that influencé‘writlng,,but they,. give no lndlcatlon of the T

- ( “‘n
reldtive importance or frequency of these features. Alvarez (1974) Tooked -
. " ‘

I

_at the pronunciation.anésspelling of Hexican’American §econd'greders;

‘ . " l'deviant" pronuncTations were found reflected in misspellings. However,
? . ’
in a study in progress, EdelSkY (1981) indicates no major effects from - * "

] . — v

Spanlsh on the English wrltlng of brlnngual Mexican- Amerlcan thlrd graders '

N Amastae (1981) feund that by the time blllngual Hexncan Amerlcan %each

\\ Y s
college Spanlsh |nfluences are rarely detected in their wrltnng ‘However,

. -~

L Herrick (198f) found Spanfsh influences in the writing of bilingual cotlege o

, students who had ﬁot been born in the Unlted States; like other researchers,

- -
. ’ '

L ¢ he noted the om|5510n of inflectional sufflxes. A . . £

) \\:S Scollon and Scol ton Ql979) drgue that writing an essay (in the native

. . ® +«language or in ﬁnglisﬁ).is difficult for Athabaskan Indians because fheu-

. . oral communication style of the Athabaskan culture doe§ hot permit . =

speaking to an unknown audierce, speaking. as an expert, or speaking,. ’y-

for a long time--all common practices in writing. However, the Scollons

»
(%2

*do not pro¥ide ewidence that such const?aints,actually affect the

writing of Athabaskans. ' N o R :
. . . ‘e >
Al ‘ ” ' . . . " . . «
vCompaFiEQns Among Dialects a L - . \
. . . Most of the studies reported above Yooked at the speech and writing .
- - {or just the writing) of nonstandard speakers and found that certain
. ‘ . . *
- aspects of'speech weré reflected in writing. However,.mightpthese features -

also be found in the wrltlng of Standard English speakers? The answer

appears to be a qualified yes: ertten features that reflect spoken

. -
. -

nons;andard d1alects are also found in the wrltlng of standard speaﬁ:rs, -
. B

but not so frequently . o

i
-

\ . . E . '

- - .
' 8 N
. - - ]
. N . . . »
.




Kligman and C}oﬁnell'(l974) found that'spelllng errors‘related to..

. o+ Black Engllsh we¥e _made by middle- class, suburban, white ch|ldren, but \\%'

\ L
that lower-class, urban, black chtldrem/made these errors much more ‘K

frequently. . thteman (l976) found that both black and white students

<

.

omi tted inflectlonal suffixes (suck omission is a feature of spokeh Black )

.

Y English but not of most white dialects); however, black students omitted

’ D
them more fﬁequently She concluded "that in addition to influence ¥rom

N ¢ o -
'

“the spoken language system of the writer (i.e., dialect lnfluence) tnere )

I ’

is also a dbn-dlalect speclflc tendency to omit in writing certaln . '
- ~

inflectional suffixes . .. " (pp. 2-3). ' . " - T '

The. differences between groups:seem much less‘WHen’students are

' in rEmedial college writing classes. Klrschner and. Potee¢ (1973) C o

Y ~

looked at fourteen kinds of-errors in fhe wr|t|ng of black, Hlspanlc, ' )

- . - -
and, white remedial students in an urban communlty college The mean

number of hon-standard sentences did not dlf er'among the groups, nor .
. . . . ®
did the-rank -order of the error types in terms of number of sentences

\ ) .
with errors, However, tHe authors did not differentiate errors within
N . ' ’ . é oy

categories: moreover, some of the categories should not be expected to *

show dialect, effects (e.g., capitalization, fragments, run-oq sentences{ ,

Hammons (1974) looked at’ the’ wrltnng of black Amerlcan;}nduan

aqd white college freshmen and found the wr|t|ng of lnd|ans and whites

to be similar, but the writing of blacks to be'more-influenced by

-
' '

nonstandard features.

s - * @

Sternglass (197ha, b) studied the writing of black.and white students

in remedial-freshman writing classes. WIth the, exception of black use,

of ‘Tnvariant be,,blacks and whltes used the same nonstandard features, } L

but blacks used them more frequently ", " '

”




Shaughnessy-(l977), a forehost authority on the teaching.of
( wrltlng to remednal college freshmen (prlmarnly I"new ,§ 'nontraditional,"

”dnsadvantaged“ students), claims that . . ' . (;g.
L] -

Most students, whether - they started out speaking Chinese or BEV

[Black English Vernacular] or NavaJo,,seem to end up in freshman

Englnsh with a common stock of errors that appear most often to
.-arise directly from-interference from other languages and dialects,

from problems of predictability within the system called fornal -

English, or from the difficulties associated wnth wr|t|ng rather

than speaking English. (p, 157)

—

Thus, all students may have the same baS|c writing problems, but - speakers .

i ]
of nonstandard d:alects may have these problems more abundantly

~
fooper (1930b) found dlfferences between fleld dependent (”hollstlc“)
.students and field-independent (''analytic'') students. Fleld-dependen{
.. \ ." ' 4
students ttnd to use less classification than field-independent students,

less distancing (i.e., use first and second persons .more), mdre.descrip-

-

t|on and'flguratlve language, and more “trans:tlonal features" (inaccurat%

L]

. use of Standard English; hyper-corrections).. The writing style of fipld-‘
’ 4 . .

dependent students is not the standard school style, whicn is more like
7" . 4 3 , .
the style of field-independent students. Cooper (1980a) cIaTms that

minority groups (specifically "blacks and Hexfcan-Americans)Ttend to’
y S
include large numbers of field-dependent thinkers, who consequently hqve

'problenj with school writing because of their divergent style:

4

- N

! r - - -‘?/( - 2

’ —i' . ’~ b
hd . .y

Students' Right to Thelr Own Language , '

M students' dia}ects%influence their writing, it has tradicionally

-
[ .

been-assumed that studeots must ch&nge their wr;tlng--must correct ‘their _

-’

" Yerrors.' Another -way of approachlng dialect and writlng is to suggest
I SN " ‘o L
that students learn a second dnalect--Standard Engltsh--for use in their
b .
l N R \ L '

10 o
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e

" of Teachers of Engllsh) which adop;ed a reso}utlon on ''Students’ righ®

. N .
- . [ .
‘ A v

writing. ;lgnored here ]s the issue of whether they also need to speak
‘

Standard Engllsh ) In th|s view, students who speak  non- standard dfalects .

¢
]

must become “bld;alectal L ', oo LI
._\ a PR )

This vJew is probably'held by most people in industryf by most

Vit

teachers, and by mos t of "the publlc Qialect usage in\writing just

L 4

ls not acoepted--except from a.few professlonal\wrlters, wr|t|ng mostly

¥ about’ racua 17thnic’ matters and wrltlng prnmarn]y nn ]lterary forms.

Ho#éver, some (highly vocal) members of the Engllsh teachlng

] ., -

©

' profession have argued agalnst bldlalectallsm and against the eradication

of dialect from qutlng (e. g . 0 Neil, 1972; Sledd, i969, 1972). They -

argue that bldlalectallsm is Just‘%no her manlfestatlon of "whlte supremacy

\
(Sledd, 1969) "that forcung students «o write in Staqdard Engllsh is anotber

4

form qf majority-group oppression of m?nd\xty grouss._ . - s
’ S~ . ’
'Ihe proponents of'these éﬁgumentd'were strengthened by the Conference
. <
on College Composition .and Communlcat|0n (a part of the National Counctl
< {

to thelr ownilanguage” T 'K'.ﬁw - f s .
We afflrm the”gtudents ‘right ‘to their - owﬂ'patterns and varieties
.of Ianguage--the dialects of thelr nurture or whatever dialects in
which they *find their own Identlty and style. Language scholars
long ago denled that the myth of a standard American. dialect has
any validity. The claim one dialeét.is unacceptable
amounts to an’ attempt of one social group to exert. its domirfance
over ‘another. Such a claim leads to false advuce for speakers’
amd wei ters, and immoral advice for humans. A nation proud.ed

, its,diverse heritage and its cultural and racial yariety 'will

- preserve its heritage of dialects. Wé affiPmstrongly’ that
) tegchers must have the experiences and tralning\ihatﬁulll enable
_ them to respect diversity and-uphold .the right ol students to '~

. thelr own language (Commi tte& on CCCC LanQUage Statement, 1974, '

pp@B . T e ‘ . s




.3 . As might be expected, this statehment created (and continues to . B

. . . - . N . >

3 P Ber | v )
+ create) considerahle controversy,(hlth heightened passions on both sides_

- . .
’ . .

A\’of the argument. Nearly everyone agrees that students' mative oral lan-

L » . ’v . -‘\ .. .

guage should not be destroyed. But-there is less agreément ‘as .to whether
f é

] . . .’
- v

«

) - b . ~ v
Students' native language should Be permi tted (much less encouraged)

. ™ . , . R L -, L R
T writing. @ . ) - . ’{" “
. ' . .. a ‘n ) - S0 * .

. { i b . \ .
The arguments are highty emotional nd political. Those who ‘argue - \

' . s

.for standard ‘rather than dlalect forms’ nn writing (i.e., for 'torrectness”)

are often accused of i nhumane des%ructlon of students' souls. Those who . -

2 -
e N . *

argue for a laissez falreqapproach are,accused of'deny;ng students the . A

? .

' L . . :
’ opportunity to move into malnstream socnety The literature is filled .
¢ 3 . . .
‘with opposing afﬁuments--and noﬁﬂeflnltlve solution. , . . ‘ ‘
. . ! e ‘

Clearly, emphasnznng form and rgnor:ng content will not help students .

-

~
become .good writers. On the -other®hand, for most readers text that is :

-

r|ddled with nonstandard usage will be less easnly read. A middle'gfound\

+ is needed--ode that regognizes the value of the studehts' native language’
L} - ] .
! ) . N Tt - 3 .
forms, but alsaErecognizes.the value of certain standards of good written .
‘ . i Ty “ T, . v,
usage. . . ) . : . \
Y ' A ’J

Speech and ertlgg What Is the Connectlon? ! ' .

LA The research suggests that nonstandard speech may be reflected N
}

“the writing, of many.dtudents. Hartwell (1980) has cogent ly argued that »

[ -

dlalect does not ‘interfere with writing. ‘He, sees wr|t|ng as a global
—_-—\-J

N v 4 .. " ‘
nrocess and suggests that the writing problems of IlngUIsttcally d1ffer- t ® o
¢ ' & » -4 * T .
L ent students result from thetr lack of - famlltarity with print code. ’ °_¢}\ -
- x’ ¥ JUREL DU
'Consequently, he believes that wrnting should be’ taught wnth.ad'emphas1s '
. - v [ . ) "
I'd . ) 3 . ’




“ . . % . . . .l . L

. '_ o on meanlng Two reapondents to Harrtw:ll's art1l:le agree wnth the lmportance . ‘
. "r of »rneanlnga but one woulﬁ'put more emphasls oy meanmg (Colllns, l988’) whlle '_ .o
. ’ the other ‘would also’include some emphasls on. the control of ba3|c sk|lls ‘

(Freedman, l980) These dlfferences Tn emphasis are slmllar to those dis-

. . ; 4 . ’ ’ A o
' . l cussed Under iStudents!' rlght to the:r own language.'f R ~.*-0 ‘..'.‘_;;_,’;;.“

- 5 ¢ ‘5 $

. '“_. < Wh:;eman (1979) argues that tnterference suggef‘ts Separate language
~ ! . sy

‘ systems and is an- lnapproprlate term for d|scussmg the effects of dnale.ct

LY o, .',', )
= "

: CA on wrnt:ng (However,‘}:lthough she does not dlscus&hi pos§|b|llty, e
e . ;lnterference"may. be the appropﬁate_term forr d|scuss|ng the effects of o

N ﬁ 'q- other_l uages on wrl‘tlng in English.) Whlteman suggests, that d|alect ' ’

o influences wrltlng, but does not interfere wuth abn,llty to wrlte. Potter -

ST (l98l} also argues that dlalect do%s not interfere wlth the ability to

::: . v communlcate, although ct ?hay lnfluence the form of comunucatlon. S T {'
/ o :4;';} '/_." b r:ost of the fesearch ‘ha's. focusedan the surface effects of dlalect. ) e,
coa Whnle such effects may be no‘t‘lceable,'they d6 not destroy communncatlon. . .'
~ v Little research*llas been conducted on whether mare global features of " . . ,l
By Lt d|scourse from SQ:clflc qnalects (or cultures) may affect wrltlng. ! | . '
A S‘uch‘ effectsr, lf found may |nterfere with learn|ng to write more than.« A .
. o do tbehsur.face-level mfluences that are most obviouss. , '. g N
- : L. : e e T
. Teaching Writing to Linguistically Different Students - .. \
S i .~ Because lwople*dl'ffer in thelrnilews about the influence of dla:ect\ ) ‘ ‘
] o writing,.and ahout'-'l;vhqther (and- how much) dlalec‘t. shouldlb“e\ accepted .= - . K
.. inwriting, t'heyudo not agree & as. to‘ h'clw~wrltlng should be taught to . . . ’: o
. '.' speakers of nonstandard dlalects. ‘. “/i . ' “."“. ) .' “y o
’ ] R ~ One approach suggested ls to ignore chawl»ect lnfluences--to focus oé o

p - *
. . > . -
-

on the writing \g’ocess on the rhetorlcal sltuatlon, and on the goals of
Ve !




H‘Etlng (Balley, 1973, Blzzell 3979, Robuhson, l§73, Smltherhan, l973)

;»‘\ - . R [© -

: Thls V|ew can be summarized as ﬁpllows. o : - o .
/- . .
. The functioh of the compoS|tlon teacher, then, should be to gocu '
i -the student' 5 attention,on the |ntelllglbll|ty requnrements of dR
‘written code, rather than to attack the student' $ use of language.
.+ The arbitrary: standards "of correctness must be igriored, the rela- ) D
tive means of effectiveness must be stressed, the’'student must ’
devélop a self-confldent attltude toward hls language.' (Baron, )
. 1975, : IBZ) . .- R ’ Lo R

- . f
’
. - L N

¢,
-+ A somewhat less extreme vnew is suggested.by Sipple (1976) and by Gilbert S

- Y N

- (1980) who would |nclude gome |nstruct|on on dlalects gn‘the oomposntlon .

. curriculum. Fa old (1971) suggests that djalect forms may. be approprlate

ln certbln kgnds of wrltlng (e g., personal *letters). Cblll/}(?1979) PR
~° T
advocates xnltnal acceptance of dlalect ﬁorms whnle the focus is on how
’ ( A : ' o . ¢
td\wrlte, later, | standard usage can be taught. - T N T

N .
.
N ‘ .

Many pradtntﬁbners advocate the use of Bhgllsh as-a-Second language

t chnaques to help remove djalect lnfluences on wrltung (Brudei %nd Hayden,
Epes, Klrkpatrlck and ! thwell 7978 Reed, 1973 J\}o ta, 1970). ° ,f

Other a proaches |nclude an emphs |s on speech (qun /}981) and a grammar- .

<ba§ed language‘constrdctlon : s (Murphy, 1981)%. @ .oee

w e Gray (l975)\5Uggests that teachlng,app$oaches may depend on the klnd

of di‘lect form. - $ome dnalect forms are’stlg;natlzed and are not used ln .

- N ~g .
writing (e d., ain“t, lnvarlant be, perfective done),vhowover since stu- :

dents ,may. not Know the standard forms to be used the new, unknown forms

should be taught as- if teachlng a foreign language. .Nhen actual dlalect L

features.are used, students need to learn the dlfferences between their

e e

dlalect and Standard English when hypercorr ns are made,:Tﬁstrucilon*_—*‘—_“‘:r

can prov.ide students WIth information about appropriate forms to use.



BécagFe speakers of ndnstandard dfalects do have some familiarity

D

wnth oral Standard English, they may be able to use this know]edge to,

wrlte in Standard English. Berdan (498!),’who notes that mOSt Black ;

.Engllsh speakers use Standard Engllsh forms at least some of the. tlme,

suggests that students do not need to learn new forms; rather, t Kﬁ:; need
£ m ¥ , . -
to‘learn Whlch of their forms are appropriate for wrltlng Similarly,
b3 v

\Stokes (17) notes that Black Engii\b‘speakirs have receptnve knowle ge’ .

’ )
— of Standard Engllsh and that this knowlque can q; used in writing.

~ . . N . =

These views may'also apply to speakers of other dialects.

1

Finally, it is frequently suggested (e.g., Wh:teman, 19797 that

since diafect prlmarlly influences surface features of writing (eSpeC|alTy

. «

»

manifested in spelling wnd sygtax), the teaching of editing skills is o
‘barticularjy impo}tant for speakers of nons'tandard dialects. Bartho]oméé‘
(1980) indicates that when students read their compositions aloud, they

v correc§ many of their'writing errors. Thus, the best way to teach writing

L4

' > — &

ates-a variety of approachéS'that'may work with a variety of students.
. ’

e
*

.

to linguistically diff%rent students may be an eclectic bne that incorpor- .

f N
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